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PEEFACE 
Mr. Ebbe Jj^rgensen, H.A., worked in practical agriculture in Denmark 
during a period of two years. After that time he followed a theoretical 
course at the agricultural college of Naesgaard. In I964 he graduated 
from the Commercial Highschool of Economics in Copenhagen. 
From September 1964 to May 1965 Mr. Jjz(rgensen stayed at the Dutch 
"Landbouw-Economisch Instituut" to study the activities of the various 
research departments. 
As agriculture in Denmark and the Netherlands has much in common 
Mr. Jjz(rgensen decided to use the greater part of his time at the institute 
for making a macro economic comparison between the agricultural sectors of 
the two countries. The results of the study, which in respect to the 
limited time available had to be of a rather global character,, are included 
in this report. 
Mr. Jjz(rgensen had received assistance from various members of the 
staff, especially of the Department of General Economic Research. However, 
the responsibility for the study is only with the author. 
I wish to express my sincere gratitude to our Danish guest for having 
completed this interesting piece of work as well as for the spirit of 
pleasant and fruitful co-operation he has shown during his stay at the 
L.E.I. 
DIRECTOR, 
The Hague, April I965 (Prof. dr. A. Kraal) 
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SUMMARY 
a. The agriculture in the Netherlands seems to he more intensive than in 
Denmark because; 
i. total output and total input per hectare are relatively higher 
than in Denmark5 
ii. the land man ratio is lower (6.1 hectares per whole year worker 
in the Netherlands and 10.7 in Denmark) (§ 2, chapter II) 
b. The animal products are very important in the output patterns. They 
amount to 64$ of total Dutch output and 81$ of the Danish. The Dutch 
horticultural products amount to 20$ and the Danish to 7$ of total 
output (appendix 1). 
c. According to the price analysis the Dutch price level for agricultural 
products (without subsidies) is more than 8$ higher than the Danish, 
rate of exchange 194 (§ 3, chapter II). 
d. Labour productivity seems to he higher in Denmark than in the Nether-
lands, 13$ measured as net added value per whole year worker. Neverthe-
less, the income per whole year worker is 12$ lower in Denmark,' due to 
the higher Dutch price level and the more substantial subsidies (§4 
and 5, chapter II). 
e. The growth of productivity seems to have been parallel in the agriculture 
of both countries, around 2$ per year from 1950, indicating that the 
Danish has been able to keep the lead (§2, chapter III). 
f. Dutch agriculture has been more supported than the Danish by agricultural 
policy. Most probable this is reflected by the following facts (1950-
1963)s 
total Dutch production increased by 54$s Danish by 29$5 
total Dutch milk production increased by 22$, Danish decreased by 6$j 
the number of whole year workers in the Netherlands decreased by 
29$ and in Denmark by 39$ (§ 2, chapter IV). 
g. In i960 10.3$ of the Dutch employed population was working in the 
agriculture and the horticultures; in Denmark 14.1$. The gross added value 
in national prices per employed person was a little lower than that of 
all sectors of both countries (§ 2, chapter I and § 2, chapter V). 
h. The agricultural and horticultural products amount to 24$ of total Dutch 
exports of commodities, 50$ of the Danish. The Dutch products are to an 
increasing degree exported to EEC countries, reversely for the Danish 
(§ 3, chapter V). 
252 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
§ 1 . S c o p e o f t h e s t u d y 
Since the heginning of the 20th century comparisons of farm accounts 
have been made in the Netherlands and in Denmark in order to expand the 
knowledge on farm management. No doubt, these efforts have given positive 
impulses to the development towards more rational farming methods,' because 
comparisons make farmers more cost minded and more interested in new methods 
by accentuating differences in methods, profits, etc. 
Por a comparison of Danish agriculture with Dutch agriculture this 
method is, however, not suitable because we do not know to what extent the 
farms compared are representative for the entire agricultural sectors. 
Therefore it is better to make a macro economic comparison of the sectors 
as a whole (the so-called national farm)5 then the individual differences 
are smoothed out to such a degree that it is possible to point out differences 
interesting from a general agricultural and from a political point of view. 
This we are going to try to do in the chapters to come. First a general 
description, based on input/output tables,is given as this gives a fundament-
al insight into the productivity and income situation of the two agricultures. 
In chapter III we try to show the development in productivity and in chapter 
IV, we try to relate this and the changes in the product mix to the two 
sets of agricultural policies. Finally, in chapter V, we try :to place the 
agricultural sectors in a wider connection, in the whole economy of both 
countries. 
§ 2 . S o m e g e n e r a l f a c t s 
The differences in climate are not so important as both countries 
are under coastal climates with rather cold summers and rather warm winters. 
However, the precipitation of the Netherlands is more spread over the year, 
while spring droughts may occur in Denmark. 
The Netherlands and Denmark belong t'q the very small countries, the 
total areas being, respectivily 36,000 km and 43,000 km , indicating that 
Denmark is 19$ larger. They are both very flat with maximum heights of 300 
and 200 meters. Large areas of the Netherlands originate from sea, lake or 
river deposits, while the surface of Denmark is made up by moraines from 
the three ice periods. Therefore we find some differences in the soil quality. 
Around half of the Dutch area is very low and wet and l/3 only useful for 
grass land, but very good for this purpose. Most of the rest seems to be 
more fertile than Denmark. 
252 
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THE USE OP FARM LAND 
Table 1 
Arable land 
Permanent grassland 
Grassland in rotation 
Land for horticulture 
The Neth 
1000 ha 
801 
1,299 
54 
134 
2,288 
srlands 
\ 7° ] 
35 
57 
3 
5 
100 
Denmark 
1000 ha | 
25122 
332 
589 
29 
3,072 
7° 
69 
11 
19 
l 
100 
Source: refs. 4 and 
Table 1 shows the importance of permanent grassland and horticulture 
in the Netherlands, while arable land is relatively more dominating in 
Denmark. 
Below the number and size of farms are given. The Dutch figures 
reflect only farms above 1 hectare and only those on which the farmers 
are primarily employed by farm work. 
Table 2 
NUMBER AND SIZE OP FARMS AND DISTRIBUTION OF LAND 
The Netherlands LlSA?! Denmark (19.63.).. 
Size 
1 -
3 -
5 -
10 -
20 -
50 
,ha 
3 
5 
10 
20 
50 
-
! number 
10,200 
17,300 
52s300 
52,900 
24,000 
1,900 
158,600 
7o 
6 
11 
33 
34 
15 
1 
100 
Dist 
1 hectares 
21,500 
695000 
389,900 
735,600 
685,800 
150,400 
2.052.200 
ribution of 
; 70 
1 
3 
19 
36 
33 
7 
100 
% 
3 
11 
13 
33 
26 
8 
6 
100 
land on size 
! hectares 
(o.55-5)1^ 
79,800 
353,600 
395,000 
1,018,000 
788,300 
238,400 
185,100 
3,058,200 
group s 
% 
10 
10 
21 
18 
27 
11 
2 
1 
100 
number 
18,500 
17,600 
39,000 
33,100 
49,400 
20,500 
3,200 
900 
182,200 
size,ha 
1 
3 
5 
10 
15 
30 
60 
120 
- 3 
- 5 
- 10 
- 15 
- 30 
- 60 
-120 
-
1) The 79,800 hectares include land beloning to farms between 0.55 hectares 
and 3 hectares. 
Source; refs. 4 and 8. 
The average farm sizes are 12.9 hectares in the Netherlands and 
16.8 hectares in Denmark. Interesting is the relative wider variety in 
the size of Danish farms 5 14% of all farm land belongs to farms above 
60 hectares. 
?52 
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In I963 the total population of the Netherlands reached the number 
of 12,04I597O individuals, corresponding to 344 E e r km . In Denmark the 
figures are 43585j256 individuals and 107 per km . These figures may explain 
the relative stronger raise in land prices and the greater agricultural 
population inihe Netherlands compared to Denmark. See table 3. 
Table 3 
TOTAL NUMBER OCCUPIED IN AGRICULTURE AND HORTICULTURE (1963) 
Agriculture 
Horticulture 
Percentage of total em] 
population working in < 
ture and.horticulture 
oloyed 
igricul-
The Netherlands 
x 1000 
337 
93 
43.0 
1 * 
78.4 
21.6 
100 
10.3 
Denmark 
x 1000 
325-
21 
346 
! % 
93.9 
6.1 
100 
14.1 
Sources refs. 4 and 7. 
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CHAPTER II 
THE AGRICULTURAL SITUATION OF "TO-DAY" 
§ 1. I n t r o d u c t i o n 
"To-day" is not to "be taken too litterally. The intention is to give 
a macro economic description of the two agricultures as much up to-date 
as possible. 
Prom our point of view the most interesting subjects for comparison 
are productivity of labour and the labour income. Further, the input/output 
relations are interesting to compare, besides that they are necessary for 
the study of productivity and income. In order to make the figures as 
comparable as possible we are going to make a price analysis in § 3. The 
results from this are used for corrections of the input/output table. In 
§ 5 we build up the labour income both including and excluding subsidies 
in order to demonstrate the effects of these. 
We are primarily using the official statistics from the two countries 
(refs. 4Ü 7 and 8). But it was necessary to get further information on some 
statistical definitions concerning whole year workers from Landbouw-Economisch 
Instituut and Landpkonomisk Driftsbureau. The statistical material is not 
built up in the same way in the two countries. For example the Dutch input/ 
output tables include the horticulture, but this is not the case in Denmark. 
The commercial value of the agricultural assets is not shown in the Dutch 
statistics. Therefore it was necessary to make a lot of calculations which 
in some cases are rather arbitrary in order to obtain comparable figures. 
It is not only in the statistics that the Dutch horticulture is inte-
grated, also in practice. This implies that we have to analyse agriculture 
and horticulture together. Connected with the different product mixes we 
find other problems. Roughly speaking, we may say that the total grain 
production is low and that total grass production is high in the Nether-
lands compared to Denmark. Milk production is more important than pork 
production - the reverse is the fact in Denmark. These differences - among 
others - would cause no problems, if prices or price differences from land 
to land were equal, but it is not so. Therefore the price analysis is 
important. 
Does the rate of exchange reflect the actual purchasing power of the 
Dutch florin in relation to the Danish crown? It does not seem so to us. 
Food is more expensive in the Netherlands than in Denmark. Land and houses 
are more expensive too. Durable consumer goods seem to have the same prices, 
except cars. Therefore we have given the basic input/output table in the 
national currencies, but in the following calculations this monetary unit 
problem have to be kept in mind. 
The problem of changing production in the different years is handled 
by using averages of I96I - I962 - 1963s as the fluctuations do not run 
parallel. 
252 
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§ 2 . T h e i n p u t / o u t p u t r e l a t i o n s 
The input/output relations are given in the national currencies in 
appendix 1. The ratios non-factor input; total output are ls2.2 for „the 
Netherlands and Is3«3 for Denmark. These ratios show how much non-factor 
input is necessary for a certain output.1) The difference is very significant 
and very understandable'as-the Dutch output "is more than 50$ higher than the 
Danish and produced on a l/3 smaller area. The higher the ratio is, the more 
intensified in respect to land the agriculture is. 
Behind the substantial difference we find the higher Dutch population 
density and the higher fertility in the Dutch farmers families. Further, 
the lower mobility of the Dutch agricultural population has to be mentioned, 
both in respect to moving away from the home farm to another farm and in 
respect to leaving the agricultural sector. These factors implies a firm 
pressure on the Dutch land market and the tendency of the agricultural 
production to raise faster than in Denmark in order to create sufficient 
employment on the farms for a relatively numerous agricultural labour force. 
This subject shall be further discussed in chapter III. 
The animal products are dominating in the output pattern of both 
countries, amounting to 64.4$ of total output in the Netherlands and 81.8$ 
in Denmark. Pork production in Denmark has a remarkable position in the out-
put pattern, comprising not less than 34»7$- This is due to the price relations 
in Denmark and the special production system. In a few words it can be des-
cribed sos most milk delivered to the dairies in Denmark is used for butter 
and cheese. Its rest products, skimmed milk and whey, are returned to the 
farmers who use them for the pigs together with their home produced grains. 
(This is the traditional pattern which is about to change.) In that way 
thora is a strong connexion botwoen milk and pork production» 
In the Netherlands most skimmed milk is used for milk powder and 
semilar products and only the whey is returned to the farmers. As fodder 
grain production is low, most of the fodder for the pigs is bought from out-
side the agricultural sector, which is reflected in the imports, see table 
11. 
The horticultural products constitutes 20.5$ of total output in the 
Netherlands and only 7.7$ in Denmark. The high Dutch percentage indicates 
that the Dutch are using their land very intensively. Further, Dutch horti-
culture is an important export industry, while the Danish is producing only 
for the home market. Studying the input, the Dutch fodder expenses are very 
high, for the reasons considered above. The fertilizer expenses are very 
substantial in both countries. 
Due to the more substantial Dutch input we find that the Dutch net 
added value is only 24$ higher than the Danish. The net factor income is 
30$ higher. 
§ 3. P r i c e a n a 1 y s i s 
In § 2 we only considered the relations in values based on the national 
prices which gives limited possibilities for further conclusions on product-
ivity. For that purpose it is necessary to remove the price differences 
1) The ratios can be used for comparing the effects of, for example, a 
increase of the prices for output. 
NL Total outputs 2.2 + 10$ 2.42 
Non-factor input .1_._0 1.0 
Added value T.~2~ T.42" 
Capital costs __Q_._2_ .0.2 __ 
Labour income Ï'.Ö" (+ 22$) 1.22" 
252 
DEN 3.3 + 10$ 3.63 
1.0 1.0 
2V3' 2Ï63 
0.2 0.2 
2.T (+15,7$) 2"."43" 
14 
from our data in order to make them comparable in respect to produced 
quantities. An attempt is made in this paragraph and the results are used 
for correcting the Dutch net added value. 
The price analysis is found in appendix 3 and the corrected input/ 
output table is found in appendix 2. 
The method used is confrontation of the values in appendix 1 to the 
corresponding quantities. For grains, eggs and feeding stuffs we have 
compared the market prices as the main method could not-be used in these 
cases, because of lacking data* We have used an exchange rate'of 194 Kroner 
to 100 Florins. 
Only the most important and distinct groups are analysed, 6870 of total 
Dutch output and 85% of the Danish, Horticulture is not analysed being a 
very heterogenous group. For oil seeds and some other products we have 
estimated the differences according to the general price differences. Among 
the inputs we have analysed feeding stuffs and fertilizers. For the latter 
and for services we found no significant differences. 
Dutch agriculture seems to have been better paid for all products 
except for eggs, where we found a difference A'3>°/° to the benefit of the 
Danish farmer. For grains the price difference is nearly 20fo, for sugarbeet 
12.4%, for milk 15.4)1, for beef 27,4% and for pork 4.7/1 Among the inputs 
we have found that the Dutch farmer pays I870 more than the Danish for feed-
ing stuffs on average. 
¥e have not been able to take quality differences in account in some 
cases. This may imply some uncertainties in the price differences given. 
for instance refs. 5, 12 and 23 
s 
differences are not over estimated (a possible exception is beef 
However, we have studied other source 
nd it seems that our results are reliable, in the least it eems that the 
Table 4 
NET ADDED VALUE IN MILLIONS OF DANISH KRONER 
Averages I96I-1962-I963.Agriculture and horticulture 
Outputs total 
Non-factor inputs 1) 
Net added value 
The Netherlands 
in national 
prices 
12,576 
6,223 
6,353 
in Danish 
prices 
11,411 
5,585 
5,826 
Denmark 
8,122 
2,995 
5,127 
1) Depreciations included. 
Source: appendix 2. 
The over all result of our corrections is a reduction of S.3f° of 
the Dutch nett added value. 
Comparing the corrected Dutch net added value with the Danish we find 
that now the Dutch is 13.6p higher, at the same prices» 
252 
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§ 4. L a b o u r p r o d u c t i v i t y 
In the§§ 2 and 3 we have tried to build up 'relevant and reliable 
figures for the numerator of the fractions we are going to apply. Now we 
have to build up the denominators. We want to measure and to compare the 
efficiencies by "net added value per whole year worker". 
In refs. 4 and 8 the numbers of whole year workers (w.y.w.) are given 
for the two countries. For the Netherlands they include those working in 
horticulture. This is not the case for Denmark, reason why,we estimated the 
number of whole year workers in the Danish horticulture to 20,000 and added, 
this number to the figures from ref. 8. Now the question is if these two 
numbers of whole year workers are comparable. They are both estimated on 
the basis 300 man working days per year. In both countries .children, young 
workers and women are taken in account and converted according to the same 
principle, but after different systems. We have discussed the matter (refs. 
6 and 11) and concluded that we may compare without practical risks. 
In table 5 the results are given. 
Table 5 
NET ADDED VALUE PEE WHOLE YEAR WORKER IN AGRICULTURE AND HORTICULTURE 
Average I96I-I962-I963 Danish prices and Kroner 
The Netherlands Denmark 
Net added value, mil. kr. 
Whole year workers 
Net added value per w.y.w. 
Indices 
5,826 
381,000 
15,291 
86.8 
5,127 
291,-000 
17,619 
100.0 
Source: table 4 and refs, 4s 6, 8 and 11. 
It seems that the Danish whole year worker is 13,2$ more effective 
than his Dutch colleague. Although the net added value also comprises rent 
and interest, this shall not affect the picture essentially. 
5. C o n c l u s 
w o r k e r 
i o n s o n i n c o m e p e r w h o l e y e a r 
In § 4 we tried to measure the labour productivity in the agriculture 
of both countries and we found a higher productivity in Denmark. However, 
this does not imply, necessarily, that the labour income is higher in 
Denmark too, as the income is influenced by prices, subsidies and financing 
too. Here we are going to finish this bill. 
In order to show the effects of the subsidies we have made two calcula-
tions, one inclusive subsidies and one exclusive. But it must be kept in 
mind that the subsidies calculated only include the governmental cash support. 
The support given via home market arrangements, etc., already are included 
252 
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in the net added values which are given in national prices. 
In table 6 the calculations are found. The upper part is made under 
the assumption that all agricultural capital is "borrowed from the community. 
Below we have taken in account that part of it is owned "by the farmers them-
selves, 75% of the commercial value of all assets in the Netherlands and 
60% in Denmark, corresponding to debt percentages of respectively, 2.rf/o and 
40/o (refs. 6 and 7). 
The values used are the commercial value of all assets of agriculture 
and horticulture, because it reflects the expectations of the buyers on 
yields and inflation. This makes it more relevant from our point of view 
than "book value" or "invested capital value". The Danish figures are ready 
for use in the official statistics, except that we have to add an estimated 
value of the Danish horticulture. The commercial value given in the statis-
tics is calculated on the basis of the purchase prices of the year for whole 
farms, i.e. included buildings, live and dead inventory and stocks. These 
purchase prices are used as a sample for the whole lot of farms in Denmark. 
We are going to use the same procedure for the Dutch agriculture, as 
no commercial value is available in the Dutch statistics. Some problems 
arise. The purchase prices of farms given do not include inventory, etc., 
indicating that we have to build up the value of live and dead inventory 
and stocks separately. As the market prices for land were suppressed till 
I962 by governmental regulations vre have to put extra weight on the prices 
from I963, when we are calculating our value. The calculations are found 
in appendix 4. 
The rates of interest„4-2% for the Netherlands and 7-5% for Denmark, 
have been estimated on the basis of the effective market interest on new 
issued, long bonds. 
The number of whole year workers was taken from § 4' 
Table 6 
[NCOME PER TOOLE YEAR WORKER IN KRONER 
Source; Appendices 1 and 4, ^ ei 
252 
7 and 11, 
Averages 1961 - I962 
Net added value, mil. kr. 
Subsidies, mil. kr. 
Net factor income, mil. kr. 
Interest on capital, mil. kr. 
4„2% of 41,495 mil. kr. NL 
7.5% of 29,519 mil. kr. DEN 
Labour income, mil. kr. 
Number of w.y.w. x 100C 
Income per w.y.w., exclusive 
capital income, kr. 
A INDICES 
B INDICES 
Labour income, mil. kr. 
Capital income, mil. kr. :; 
75% of 1,743 mil. kr. NL 
60% of 2,214 mil. kr. DEN 
Total income, mil. kr. 
Income per w.y.w. 
including capital incc 
C INDICES 
D INDICES 
- I963 
of 
me, kr. 
. Agric 
The 
ulture and hor 
Netherlands 
|excl.subs. 
6,353 
636 
6,989 
1,743 
5,246 
381 
13,769 
127 
5,246 
1,307 
-,553 
17,192 
1Ï2 
6,353 
6,353 
1,743 
4,610 
381 
12,100 
121 
4,610 
1,307 
5,917 
15,522 
107 
ticulture 
Denm ark 
1excl.subs. 
5,127 
237 
5,364 
2,214 
3,150 
291 
10,825 
ÏÖÖ 
3,150 
1,328 
4,478 
15,388 
100 
5,127 
55127 
2,214 
2,913 
291 
10,010 
100 
2,913 
1,328 
4,241 
14,574 
100 
17 -
Considering the B indices in table 6 we find that the higher price 
level and the lower interest in the Netherlands have considerable effects, 
giving a 2lfo higher income per whole year worker in Dutch agriculture and 
horticulture. Including the subsidies we find a difference of 27$> indicat-
ing that the Dutch subsidies have a stronger effect on the income. But if 
we include the capital income, C and D indices, the differences are diminish-
ed to 12 and 7/£s respectively, including and excluding subsidies. 
As the C indices give the best picture of reality we may conclude the 
chapter in this ways the Danish whole year worker seems to be more effective 
than his.Dutch colleague, but due to the higher prices and the more substan-
tial subsidies in the Netherlands, the latter earns around 12^ more. 
252 
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CHAPTER III 
THE DEVELOPMENT OE PRODUCTIVITY, 1950-1963 
§ 1. I n t r o d u c t i o n 
In chapter II we made comparisons between the agriculture in the 
Netherlands and Denmark from a static point of view. Another interesting 
approach is the dynamic - the study of the development over a period. This 
may help to explain the situation of to-day and give some indications of 
what may happen in the future. However, this approach is necessary too for 
the study of the effects of the different sets of agricultural policies 
what we are going to do in chapter IV, 
Comparing the productivities of different countries the most usual 
way is to compare gross added value per "some" labour unit. We are showing 
this too, but in a second approach. We define productivity as the relation 
between total volume of inputs and total volume of outputs. Since "volume" 
is difficult to determine we have chosen a somewhat different concept which 
leads to the same result. Total output being equal to total input the follow-
ing formulas can be developed; 
^è~ Volume output x prices output _ „ 
2£L Volume input x prices Input 
Volume output (in constant trices) x price index, output .,•.•, „. • 
----- — •: - - « - — — ? - ~ -••••-——-—•-• - v- — — ~- •-  '- ; — ---
 = 1 wixn a certain 
Volume input {m constant prices; x price index, input 
base year, in our case 1950, 
^JLuPiL.output ( in constant prices ) price index, input 
Volume input (in constant prices) ~ price index, output 
Being interested in the development, i.e. the change in total productivity, 
we are going to use the equation in this way; 
Relative change in price index,, input
 n , , -, -, , . . , r—r- — -T ———:—•-—: .---r- — — -~—z = change m total productivity. Relative change m price index, output 
Price index, total input . , „ , ^ -, -, _•_ • • 4. .•? -u„„ „„„^ men 
__ ..— s —
 = index for total productivity from a base year, 1950. 
Price index, total output 
The procedure will be that we first try to build up indices for the 
price developments on the output side and on the input side. Then these are 
used for the calculation of the indices of productivity. In the last para-
graph of the chapter we are going to focus on the backgrounds for the 
development. 
Dutch horticulture is included in our calculations, because it is too 
integrated in the statistics and in reality to be separated from the agri-
culture in our data. But the Danish horticulture is excluded as the number 
of whole year workers is not counted in the statistics. This makes it very 
difficult to make time series on this subjects. On the other hand, Danish 
horticulture is of minor importance, only 7.7l/° of total output, so it would 
only slightly change the timeseries, if ac all. 
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§ 2 , T h e d e v e l o p m e n t o f p r o d u c t i v i t y 
A picture of the price development is given in diagrams 1 and 2. 
The methods applied are as follows? for total output we have taken the 
relations between the value in constant and current prices as shown in 
the statistics (refs. 4 and 8). Total input is somewhat troublesome and 
it is possible that our calculations are somewhat unexact, hut as the same 
methods were used on both countries, we may assume that the developments 
can be compared. 
Total input includes: non-factor input (for ex. purchased fodder, 
power and services). Factor input (labour, profits, management and capital.), 
For practical reasons we assume that the capital costs are running parallel 
with the prices of non-factor input. For the weighing of the different.-' 
kinds of input in the price indices for all input we have-elaborated these 
weights from the data given in chapter II. 
(Averages 1961-1962-1963) 
Output, total 
Non-factor input, total (incl. 
depreciations) 
Capital input 
Labour (incl. management and profits) 
These weights are used throughout the whole period. However, we know 
that they have changed5 that capital and non-factor input have increased 
and the use of labour has diminished, but after having studied the two 
sets of statistics it seems to us that the development in these respects 
have been running parallel in the two countries. This implies that we may 
compare, nevertheless. On the other hand, we do not think that we should 
gain much in accuracy, if we changed the 'weights during the period. -9 
The N 
,49.5 
A 
v13.5 
B 37.0 
100.0 
etherlands Denma 
100 
100.0 
,38.0 
v22.0 
B 4O.O 
100.0 
rk 
100 
100.0 
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Diagram 1 
DEVELOPMENT OF PRICES FOR TOTAL OUTPUTS AND TOTAL INPUTS5 DEVELOPMENT OF 
PRODUCTIVITY 1950=100 
I n d i c e s 
130 _ 
120 
110 
109 
<> 
3RICE DEVELOPMENT TOTAL OUTPUTS 
J L J L J L 
NL 
DEN 
1950 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 
Diagram 2 
PRICE DEVELOPMENT TOTAL INPUTS 
I95O 51 52 53 54 5 5 5 6 57 5 8 5 9 6 0 6 1 52 63 
DEVELOPMENT OF TOTAL PRODUCTIVITY 
1950 51 52 53 54 55 
Source; appendix 5 
Diagram 3 
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Diagram 4 
DEVELOPMENT OP GROSS ADDED VALUE PER WHOLE YEAR WORKER 
Indices 1950 = 100 
constant prices 
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Source; appendix 5 
160 
2? 
A-indices have "been calculated on the basis of data given on the 
price development for non-factor input and weighed 63 for the Netherlands 
and 60 for Denmark. For the labour we have devided the net added values 
(current prices) by the corresponding number of whole year workersj from 
this indices are calculated and weighted into the indices for all input 
according to the weights given above, B-indices. 
In diagram 1 we find the price development for total output. Typical-
ly for the industry a lot of ups and downs are found, but we may conclude 
that output prices have risen more in the Netherlands than in Denmark, 
around 10$. 
On the input side in diagram 2 we find a stronger increase in prices 
than on the output side and we find that the Danish prices have increased 
less than the Dutch - around 10$. Studying the inputs it must be kept in 
mind that the price of labour indices were calculated as a residue. 
The gap between the price development for total input and total output 
has been filled up by an increase of total productivity, i.e. the ratio 
total volume output s total volume input has increased. The developments 
are described in diagram 3. We find that the developments have been very 
parallel, around 2.0$ increase per year, but knowing from the partial 
analysis in chapter II that in Denmark labour productivity was higher than 
in the Netherlands, it seems the Danish have been able to keep the lead. 
It seems that'the fluctuations in the diagrams often go in the same 
direction, may be this is effectuated by the market for agricultural 
products and by weather conditions, as in both countries the agricultural 
sectors are selling in rather the same export markets and are influenced 
in the same way by the weather. 
The development of gross added value (constant prices) per whole 
year worker is given in diagram 4. Again we find a rather parallel develop-
ment in the two countries, but conclusions cannot be drawn on the diffe-
rent development of diagrams ,4 and 3 as the labour only is taken into 
account in 4. Therefore this measure has a very limited value. 
From appendix 5 ve know that the number of whole year workers has 
fallen by 29$ in the Netherlands and 39$ in Denmark, i.e. 10$ more in 
Denmark, and that the output has risen by, respectively, 54f" and 29$. This 
seems to imply that Dutch agriculture has increased its productivity by a 
stronger rise in production and a smaller reduction of the number of whole 
year workers, while Danish agriculture has achieved its increase of product-
ivity by a smaller rise in production and a larger reduction of the number 
of whole year workers. 
§ 3 . S o m e o f t h e f a c t o r s ' b e h i n d t h e d e v e l o p -
m e n t o f p r o d u c t i v i t y 
The development of the total productivity found in § 2 may be due to 
the following factors (ref. 25)2 
a. the technical development, especially mechanization and biological 
progress 5 
b„ substitution of the factors of production, especially labour by capital; 
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c. changes in unit sizes, for ex. more hectares per farm, more animals 
per farm 5 
d. changes in the degree of utilization of the production factors 5 
e. changes in yields, according to the weather circumstances during 
the years? 
f. structural changes, for ex. better co-operation between the farmers 
and their suppliers, better transport facilities and better water 
regulation. 
We are not going to discuss all these factors, but intend only to 
give some examples. 
Milk production per cow has increased by around 7% in both countries. 
However, the Dutch level is somewhat above the Danish (see diagram 5)« 
Production per hectare of arable products has risen. According to 
diagram 7 the level of sugarbeet production is higher in the Netherlands, 
but we are unable to say that yields have risen for this specific product, 
which is an exception in this respect. Grain yields have increased, for 
example for barley as shown in diagram 6. 1) In order to increase the 
yields per hectare, also necessary for the expansion of the number of 
cows, the nitrogen consumption has risen. This: is reflected in diagram 8. 
The rise for the Netherlands is remarkable, but the differences in produc-
tion structures must be kept in mind, when we compare with Denmark. 
During the 13 years the use of machines has increased. This is 
reflected in table 7« 
Table 7 
NUMBER OF TRACTORS, COMBINES AND FARMS WITH MILKING FARMS 
NL I955 
DEN I958 I963 
Number of tractors NL 
Number of tractors DEN 
Number of combines NL 
Number of combines DEN 
Milking machines NL 
Milking machines DEN 
45,149 
85,988 
1,906 
4,213 
9,208 
134,425 
104,090 
145,839) 
5,000 ; 
9,718 
63,961 
131,543 
x) Estimated. Sources refs. 49 7 and 8. 
Studying the figures the most surprising fact is the late expansion 
in the number of farms with milking machines in the Netherlands, as the 
number of cows in the two countries do not differ very much. Part of the 
explanation is to be found in the different labour situation. The Dutch 
farmers have had rather much and cheap labour at their disposal which was 
not the case in Denmark. 
The downwards trend for the number of milking machines in Denmark 
is due to the reduction of the number of farms having cows. 
1) In diagram 6 and 7 the earlier years are averages. 
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MILFPRODUCTION PER COW 
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Diagram 7 
195Ö 5Ï 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 
Diagram 
.. NL 
DEN 
5*9 6b £l ^ BT 
- 25 -
The unit sizes have grown. The average farm size in the Netherlands 
has risen by 1.9 hectares - in Denmark only 0.9 hectares. To the latter 
figure we have to add that this is the rise registered in the official 
statistics. No doubt it has risen more in reality. In Denmark the very 
strict land laws forbid two farms to be put together, if the new farm 
exceeds 12 hectares of good land, but nevertheless many farms are runned 
together unofficially. In table 8 we give some data on the development in 
the average unit sizes. 
Table 8 
AVERAGE FARM SIZE, AVERAGE ANIMAL STOCK PER FARM HAVING ANIMALS 
1950 1955 1962 1963 
Farm size above 1 ha NL 
Farm size above 0.55 ha DEN 
Milk cows per farm • NL 
Milk cows per farm .'. DEN 
Pigs per farm 
Pigs per farm 
NL 
DEN 
11.0 
15.3 
.8.0 
8.0 
15.0 
25.O 
I2 .9 
. I6 .2 . 
9.5 
9.9 
20.0 
48.0 
Sources estimated on data in refs. 4 and 8. 
The increase of the herds per farm seems to be larger in Denmark, 
especially for pigs. 
Behind the rationalization sketched above we have the communication, 
of test results, of general knowledge on farming, etc. It is due to the 
very effective communications that the Dutch and the Danish farmers are 
able to increase their productivity. In both countries a lot of test 
stations working in various fields are very progressive. From there the 
results are reaching the farmers via periodicals, advisers etc. The farmers 
are usually so well educated that they are able to understand the inform-
ation and are.able to make, use of it. For example in 1958 600 tons of 
anhydrous ammonia (NH-,) were imported by some big farm in Denmark, because 
it was (and is) much cheaper than the ordinary nitrogen fertilizers 
(around -g- the price per kilo N). In I964 24,000 tons were used by the 
Danish farmers, ITfo of total nitrogen consumption. 
Finally, we have to mention that the governments are very active in 
the development work. Test stations are supported and all advisers are 
more or less paid by the government. Agricultural schools and universities 
are supported. Re-allocation projects are subsidized in the Netherlands, 
etc. 
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CHAPTER IV 
THE DEVELOPMENT RELATED TO THE AGRICULTURAL POLICIES. 
§ 1. I n t r o d u c t i o n 
In this chapter we only want to try to point out some differences 
in the development of production and product mix and relate these to the 
agricultural policies. The analysis is going to "be very uncomplete due 
to the limited possibilities of making exact measurements. 
The Dutch agricultural policy has changed its tools several times 
since the war, but it seems that since the Korean war substantial support 
has been given to the agriculture; directly to milk production by subsidies 
and indirectly to the arable farms via duties on imported grains. At the 
end of the fifties the Danish government also had to start a support policy, 
but till now it has been of less importance for the farmers compared to 
the Dutch system. This may indicate that in the Netherlands the development 
during 1950-19Ô3 has been marked to a higher degree by agricultural support 
than in Denmark, Therefore a comparison of the development in the two 
countries is interesting, (information on the agricultural policies is 
found in ref. 2.) 
§ 2. T h e d e v e l o p m e n t r e l a t e d t o t h e 
a g r i c u l t u r a l p o l i c i e s 
In chapter III we found that the development in total productivity 
has been running rather parallel in both countries. The Dutch was partly 
due to a stronger increase in production and a minor decrease of the 
labour force than in Denmark, 
-It is probable that these differences to some degree originate from 
the differences between the two sets of agricultural policies. 
As the Dutch agricultural policy seems to have had considerable effects 
on the prices and price relations of agricultural products our next step 
will be a confrontation of the production development (milk, beef, pork 
and eggs) and the price relations between these products. This is a very 
limited analysis - if it can be called an analysis - as many other factors 
are important in the decision situation of the farmers, free capacity of 
labour, buildings, the financial position, the spirits and abilities of 
the farmers and the direct costs related to the different productions. ¥e 
do not neglect the costs completely, as we are going to "correct" the 
Dutch prices of the mentioned products according to the differences 
between the two grain price levels in order to make the prices more com-
parable. This implies too that we remove some of the price differences 
among the costs, enabling us to draw better conclusions from the price 
relations on the output side. 
In diagram 9 - 12 the developments from 1950 - 19^3 of the total 
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MILK PRODUCTION PER YEAR 
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production of milk, "beef, pork and eggs is found. For milk we find that 
the Dutch production .has increased by 22% while the Danish has decreased 
by 6%. Beef production has increased "by 127^ and in Denmark "by 75?°. The 
picture is different for pork productions the Dutch has risen "by 77/^ and 
the Danish by 3&fa, For eggs the difference is extraordinary; Dutch 
production has risen "by l60fo and the Danish has decreased "by 17%. 
These differences are in no sense constant. The developments are very 
uneven, "but we find significant differences in the overall developments 
in each country. 
As a nominator for the grain prices we are going to take the barley 
price, because barley is important as well in production as in fodder 
consumption in both countries. Further, the barley price is linked up with 
other feeds to a high degree, as the substitution possibilities for barley 
are numerous. 
The calculations are made so (for milk); 
Dutch, milk price x_ Danish barley price 
Dutch barley price corrected milk price. 
1963, 
Tae results from our calculations are found in appendix 7, 1953 -
out )lease read the notes before conclusions are drawn. 
In table 10 we show indices for the price differences between the 
two countries (cor. Dutch price x 100 Ï Danish price). 
Table 
PRICE RELATIONS 1953-1963 
Danish prices = 100 
Indices for Dutch prices (given below) = -g£Sji_^ P"t'c -^ VT^-ce JL-12Q. 
Danish price 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
i960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
d 
milk 
125 
126 
125 
139 
130 
175 
125 
131 
120 
143 
136 
! g 
1 beef 
155 
I65 
180 
136 
142 
137 
132 
131 
157 
141 
1 D | pork 
II6 
115 
114 
111 
92 
100 
98 
89 
92 
98 
109 
m 
eggs 
131 
124 
I24 
126 
95 
109 
107 
99 
86 
99 
91 
bour ce: appendix 7 (cL 5 fa 9 j , and m) 
We have tried to make the figures as comparable as possible,but still 
there are many uncertainties (see the notes to appendix 7). However, we 
may conclude that milk and beef was much better paid in the Netherlands 
than in Denmark, This may explain the production curves for milk and beef 
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to some degree. Considering the pork price differences, being small and 
in 1959/62 a little higher in Denmark, and considering the milk and heef 
differences it is understandable that the Danish farmer has reduced milk 
production and increased pork production instead. The material giving no 
indications, we are going to refrain from drawing conclusions on the 
production developments for eggs. 
From this global analysis it seems probable that the Dutch price 
policy for milk has invited Dutch farmers to expand milk production with 
relatively minor attention to beef production and to pork production. 
In Denmark policy has forced the farmers to produce pork which was better 
paid on the world market. 
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CHAPTER V 
THE POSITION OF AGRICULTURE IN THE ECONOMY OP BOTH COUNTRIES 
§ 1. I n t r o d u c t i o n 
The Netherlands and Denmark are important exporters of agricultural 
products, hut if the national accounts are studied the impression is got 
that they are primarily industrial countries, to an increasing degree. 
For the discussion of the position of agriculture in the entire economy 
we are going to compare the gross added value of the agricultural sectors 
with the numher of people occupied. This should give some indications of 
the relative growth of lahour productivity. Later we want to describe the 
position of agriculture in foreign trade and finally we look on the 
destination of the exports. 
§ 2 . G r o s s a d d e d v a l u e a n d e m p l o y e d 
p o p u l a t i o n 
Considering that we only have population figures for some years we 
have decided not to express the relations by curves. In stead we are giving 
some data in table 10 in the original way. 
Table 10 
EMPLOYED POPULATION IN AGRICULTURE, HORTICULTURE, FORESTY AND FISHERY (AH-H+F+F) 
Gross added value at factor costs of A+H+F+F (current prices and national 
currency) 
The Netherlands 
Employed pop. by A+H+F+F (l947t 
TOTAL (1947t 
Gross ad. val. of A+H+F+F 
TOTAL 
Denmark 
Employed pop. by A+H+F+F 
TOTAL 
Gross ad. val. by A+H+F+F ' 
TOTAL 
1950 
x 1000 \ fo 
747 19.3) 
3,866 100.0) 
mil. fl. 
2,370 14.2 
16,680 100.0 
518 25.1 
2,063 100.0 
mil. kr. 
4,535 23.1 
19,654 100.0 
1955 
x 1000 j % 
498 12.5 
3,998 100.0 
mil. fl. 
3,053 11.4 
26,738 100.0 
489 22.9 
2,136 100.0 
mil. kr. 
5,279 20.3 
25,751 100.0 
, 1.2.60 
x 1000 1 fo 
447 10.7 
4,169 100.0 
mil. fl. 
4,062 10.5 
38,686 100.0 
366 17.5 
2,094 100.0 
mil. kr. 
5,836 16.I 
36,218 100.0 
Source: refs. 1 and 7. 
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We are not able to compare the figures of the first column of the 
Netherlands in table 10,as the population figures originate from the census 
in I947. Studying the figures from 1955 and i960 it seems that agriculture 
gained 'in respect to relative production per employed person, compared 
to the rest of the community. For Denmark it appears that the set back has 
reduced too. 
Compared with Denmark it seems that Dutch agriculture has increased 
its relative production more. However, the reason for this may be: the more 
effective Dutch home market arrangements. Further, we see that the reduction 
of the number of employed people in Danish agriculture has been more sub-
stantial than that in Dutch agriculture. Still, a higher percentage of the 
employed population is working in agriculture in Denmark than in thé Nether-
lands (1960s 17*5$ against lO.Tfo, incl. horticulture, forestry and fishery). 
§ 3. T h e e x p o r t / i m p o r t p a t t e r n s 
The raise of the living standards in the Western countries is to a 
high degree due to the international trade and allocation of labour, 
especially, if we consider the Netherlands and Denmark. 
The agricultural and horticultural products are very important in the 
foreign trade of both countries (see table 11)« 
Table 11 
FOREIGN TEADE IN AGRICULTURAL AND HORTICULTURAL (A+H) PRODUCTS IN 1963 
(Provisional figures rate of exchange; 194) 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4-
5. 
6. 
7. 
Exports of A+H products 
of national origin 
Imports of production means 
for the A+H sector 
"Exchange earnings" of the 
A+H 
Imports of goods of A+H 
origin 
Exports of industrial 
products, based on imported 
goods of A+H origin (line 4) 
Total exports f commodities) 
Total imports (commodities) 
The Netherlands 
mil. Florins 
4,360 
1,263 
3,097 
3,897 
972 
17,962 
21,601 
! mil. Kroner 
8,458 
2,450 
6,008 
7,560 
1,886 
34,846 
41,906 
Denmark 
mil. Kroner 
6,507 
1,079 
5,428 
2,191 
67 
12,918 
14,644 
Note: line 4 includes a large part of line 2, grains among others, 
Sources refs. 4, 7 and 13. 
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Table 11 gives some main figures about the foreign trade of both, 
countries. We have tried to make the figures as comparable as possible, 
but there may be minor errors in the lines 2 and 3= 
The "exchange earnings" of Dutch agriculture are relatively lower 
than that of Danish, due to the substantial imports of raw materials. 
This corresponds to our impressions from the input/output table. Studying 
line 4 and 5 we may conclude that the larger Dutch population has a great 
effects large imports of goods of agricultural origin and a lower export 
ratio for the agricultural production. The over all picture is that the 
Dutch food market is much more open than the Danish for items from abroad, 
and that trade and industrial production based on imported goods of horti-
cultural and agricultural origin are more substantial than the Danish. 
Comparing line 1 and 6 we find that in the Netherlands agricultural 
and horticultural products amount 24% of total exports of commodities, 
while in Denmark they amount to around 50/&, a considerable difference. 
Regarding the destination of the agricultural exports we think it is 
most interesting to study exports to the market areas of EEC and EFTA„ We 
have done so in table 12. 
Table 
THE EXPORTS OP AGRICULTURAL AMD HORTICULTURAL PRODUCTS TO EEC, EFTA M I 
OTHER AREAS; NATIONAL CURRENCIES I 9 5 8 - I 9 6 3 / 6 4 ( i n m i l l i o n s ) 
The N e t h e r l a n d s , P I . 
EEC, v a l u e 
c/o of t o t a l 
EFTA, v a l u e 
io of t o t a l 
O t h e r s , v a l u e 
fo of t o t a l 
T o t a l v a l u e 
1o 
Denmark, Kroner 
EEC, v a l u e 
fo of t o t a l 
EPTA, v a l u e 
% of t o t a l 
O t h e r s , v a l u e 
fo of t o t a l 
T o t a l v a l u e 
1958 
1,911 
4 6 . 0 
985 
23.7 
1,255 
3 0 . 3 
4 ,151 
100 
1,900 
39.2 
2,090 
4 3 . 2 
853 
17 ,6 
4 ,843 
100 
1959 
2 ,330 
49-6 
887 
18 .9 
1,482 
31 .5 
4 ,699 
100 
1,996 
38 .1 
2,354 
4 4 . 9 
893 
17 .0 
5 ,243 
100 
i960 
2,539 
5 0 . 2 
1,018 
20 .1 
1,500 
29 .7 
5,057 
100 
1,851 
34 .9 
2,566 
4 8 . 4 
889 
16 .7 
5,306 
100 
1961 
2,635 
5 3 . 1 
978 
19.7 
1,352 
27 .2 
4 ,965 
100 
1,751 
33.6 
2,468 
4 7 . 4 
992 
19.O 
5 ,211 
100 
1962 
2,870 
5 4 . 2 
1,053 
19 .8 
1,377 
26.O 
5,300 
100 
1,679 
31 .3 
2,654 
49 .5 
1,030 
19 .2 
5 ,363 
100 
I963 
3,233 
5 6 . I 
1,113 
1 9 . 3 
1,421 
24 .6 
5,767 
100 
2,062 
34 .6 
2 ,853 
4 7 . 8 
1,049 
17 .6 
5,964 
100 
12 
I964 
J a n / S e p ' 
i n c l . 
1,392 
30.9 
2,335 
5 1 . 9 
775 
17 .2 
4 ,502 
100 
Notes; the Dutch fig-ares include horticultural ( 1963s 1,230 mil. fl.), sugar 
products and industrial products based on imported H+A materials. 
The Danish figures do not include horticultarai (1963s 281 mil. kr.) 
and sugar products (1963s 63 mil. kr.). 
Source: refs. 9 and 6. 
We find a distinct trend in the figures given above s the Dutch exports 
are to an increasing degree destinated for the EEC countries, while the Danish 
are destinated for EFTA and other countries. These are logical consequences 
of the establishment of EEC and this development seems to continue. 
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Appendix 1 
INPUT/OUTPUT TABLE FOE THE AGRICULTURAL AMD HORTICULTURAL SECTORS IN THE 
NETHERLANDS AND DENMARK 
National currencies, averages I96I-I962-I963 
The Netherlands 
mil. Fl. pet. 
Denmark 
mil. Kr. pet. 
OUTPUTS 
Value of agricultural production 
Arable products 
grains and straw 
potatoes 
sugarbeet 
pulses 
oilseeds and fibre crops 
hay-
other products 
arable products total 
Animal products 
361 
256 
174 
36 
58 
26 
68 
5.6 
3.9 
2.7 
0.6 
0.9 
0.4 
1.0 
979 15.1 
386 
157 
170 
48 
89 
850 
4.8 
1.9 
2.1 
0.6 
1.1 
10.5 
milk 
live and slaughtered 
changes in livestock 
live and slaughtered 
eggs 
poultry-
other products 
animal products total 
cattle 
pigs 
Value of total agricultural 
production 
Value of horticultural p 
OUTPUTS TOTAL 
INPUTS 
Expenses for' raw andauxi 
materials s 
feeding stuffs 
seeds 
fertilizers 
services 
other expenses 
NON FACTOR INPUTS TOTAL 
Gross added, value 
Depreciations 
NET ADDED VALUE 
Subsidies 
NET FACTOR INCOME 
roduction 
liary 
1,532 
862 
8 
937 
532 
196 
107 
4,174 
5,153 
1,329 
6,482 
1,828 
28 
370 
434 
264 
2,924 
3,558 
284 
3,274 
328 
3,602 
23.6 
13.4 
-
14.5 
8.2 
3.0 
1.7 
64.4 
79.5 
20.5 
100.0 
62.5 
1.0 
12.7 
14.8 
9.0 j 
100.0 
1,972 
1,203 
10 
2,823 
369 
242 
45 
6,644 
7,494 
628 
8,122 
1,225 
89 
476 
153 
497 
2,440 
5,682 
555 
5,127 
237 
24.3 
14.8 
-
34.7 
4.5 
3.0 
0.5 
81.8 
92.3 
7.-7 
100.0 
50.2 
3.6 
19.5 
6.3 
20.4 
100.0 
5,364 
Note: concepts applied are found on page 44. 
Source; refs. 4 and 8. 
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Appendix 2 
CORRECTED INPUT/OUTPUT TABLE FOR THE AGRICULTURAL MD HORTICULTURAL SECTORS 
III THE NETHERLANDS AND DENMARK 
The Dutch figures corrected according to the price analysis 
app. 3 
OUTPUTS 
Value of agricultural production 
Arahle products 
grains and straw 
potatoes 
sugarbeet 
pulses 
oilseeds and fi"bre crops 
hay 
other products 
arahle products total 
Animal products 
milk 
live and slaughtered cattle 
changes in livestock 
live and slaughtered pigs 
eggs 
poultry 
other products 
animal products total 
Value of total agricultural 
production 
Value of horticultural prod. 
OUTPUTS TOTAL 
INPUTS 
Expenses for raw and auxiliary 
materials 
feeding stuffs 
seeds 
fertilizers 
services 
other expenses 
NON FACTOR INPUTS TOTAL 
Gross added value 
Depreciations 
NET ADDED VALUE 
The Netherlands 
mil.Fl. 
361 
256 
174 
36 
58 
26 
68 
979 
1,532 
870 
937 
532 
196 
107 
4,174 
5,153 
1,329 
6,482 
1,828 
28 
370 
434 
264 
2,924 
3,558 
284 
3,274 
mil.Kr. 
700 
497 
338 
70 
113 
50 
132 
1,900 
2,972 
1,688 
1,818 
1,032 
380 
208 
8,098 
9,998 
2,578 
12,576 
3,546 
54 
718 
842 
512 
5,672 
6,904 
551 
6,353 
pet. 
price cor. 
- I9.5 
-
7 12.4 
-
7 10.0 
-
- 10.0 
7 I5.4 
7 27.4 
f 4.7 
+ 4-3 
-
-
- 18.0 
-
-
-
-
cor.value 
mil. Kr. 
563 
497 
296 
70 
102 
50 
119 
1,697 
2,514 
1,225 
1,733 
1,076 
380 
208 
7,136 
8,833 
2,578 
11,411 
2,908 
54 
718 
842 
512 
5,034 
6,377 
551 
5,826 
Denmark 
mil. Kr. 
386 
157 
170 
~ 
48 
-
89 
850 
• 1,972 
1,203 
2.823 
369 
242 
45 
6,644 
7S494 
628 
8,122 
1,225 
89 
476 
153 
497 
2,440 
5,682 
555 
5,127 
Sources appendix 1 and 3. 
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Appendix 4 
ESTIMATION OF THE COMMERCIAL VALUE OF AGRICULTURAL AND HORTICULTURAL 
ASSETS IN THE NETHERLANDS (1961-I962-I963) 
Agriculture 
Land and "buildings; 
average price per hectare 5 9 954 Florins 5 
hectares for agricultures 2,215,000 5 total value 
Animals % 
cattle 
Pigs 
horses 
poultry 
sheep 
number x 1000 
3,817 
29800 
162 
47 5 000 
483 
value 
2 
, mil. 
,831 
348 
168 
203 
46 
Fl. 
Tools and machines; 
average^ annual, investments 1956/62; 9,36l Fl. per 100 hectares 5 
assuming a durability of 15 years the average value 
9,361 x 15 
2 per 100 hectares is; 70,208 Fl. 
?otal value 70,208 Fl. x 2,215,000 hectares iOO hectares 
Stocks e 
total value 1) 
Agriculture total 
Mil. Fl. 
13,188 
3,596 
1,555 
1,100 
19,439 
Horticulture 1) 
Land; 
average value per hectare 10,000 F lor ins 5 
hec tares for h o r t i c u l t u r e ; 85,0005 t o t a l value 
Bui lding, t o t a l value 
Stocks, t o t a l value 
Hor t i cu l tu re t o t a l 
850 
600 
500 
1,950 
Agricul ture and h o r t i c u l t u r e , t o t a l , mi l . F lor ins 21,389 
l) The valuation of stocks and horticulture is based on figures in the 
appendix of ref. l8, corrected for price and quantity development. 
bourc e; refs. 4, 6 and l8. 
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THE CONCEPTS APPLIED 
The total economy of a community can be divided in sectors in respect 
to production according to the purpose. In our case we are comparing the 
agricultural and horticultural sectors of the Netherlands and Denmark, 
In chapter II this division is kept, but in chapter III, where the develop-
ment in productivity is analysed, we have excluded Danish horticulture. 
In chapter IV only agriculture is discussed* The words agriculture and horti-
culture are used in the traditional sense. 
In the input/output tables (appendix 1 and 2) we measure the values 
of the flows of products leaving the sector (the output) and the" flow of 
goods and services entering the sector from the other sectors (the non-
factor input)o 
Jotal output 
Non-factor input 
Total production value of the sector 
(internal deliveries excluded). 
P.aw materials, services, etc., bought 
by the sector from other sectors. 
Jross added value 
Depreciations 
Rest amount, contribution of the sector 
to the national gross product; gross 
because depreciations are not deducted. 
Capital consumption allowance 5 and amount 
used for replacement of assets, worn out 
by the production of the year. 
Net added value (at market 
prices) 
Gross added value less depreciations, 
•f- Indirect taxes 
+ Subsidies 
i"et added value (at factor cost) Payment to the labour and capital stock 
of the sector (factor input). 
= (NET FACTOR INCOME) 
25; 
REFERENCES 
1. O.E.CD. (1962 and 1965). General Statistics s National Accounts. Paris. 
2. - (1964) Low Incomes in Agriculture. Paris. 
3. - (annual) Economic Surveys| Denmark - Netherlands. Paris. 
4. Landbouw-Economisch Instituut (annual) Landbouwcijfers. The Hague. 
5. - - - (1961) Enkele aspecten ran de Deense 
landbouw. The Hague. 
6. - - - Private Communications. 
7. Danish Statistical Department (annual) Statistisk Aarbog- Copenhagen. 
8. - - - (annual) Landbrugsstatistik. Copenhagen. 
9. - - - (periodical) Statistiske Efterretninger. 
Copenhagen. 
10. Det Landpkonomiske Driftsbureau (annual) Undersjzfgelser over Landbrugets-
driftsforhold. Copenhagen. 
11. - - Private Communication. 
12. Landbrugsraadet (weekly) Meddelelser. Copenhagen. 
13. - (annual) Danish Agriculture in Figures. Copenhagen. 
14-. - Private Communications. 
15. U.N./C.C.E. (196I) Towards aCapital Intensive Agriculture. Geneva. 
16. E.E.C. (I964 No. 3) Agricultural Statistics. Brussels. 
17. Agricultural Ministry (1964) Rijksbegroting Landbouw en Visserij 19&4« 
The Hague. 
18. Commissie Landbouwkrediet (i960) Het Landbouwkrediet in Nederland. 
The Hague. 
19. Kempinski, T. Agricultural Productivity in Britain Compared with Belgium, 
Denmark and the Netherlands. The Farm Economist 19^3, 
Vol. X, No. 5, Oxford. 
20. HorringjJ. en P. van den Noort. De toeneming van de Produktiviteit van 
de Nederlandse Landbouw in de periode 
I949/196I. Landbouwkundig Tijdschrift, 
februari 19^3, Wageningen. 
21. Dernburg and McDougall (i960) Macro-Economics. London. 
22. The Danish agricultural attaché in The Hague, Mr. Milthers. 
23. Landbouw-Economisch Instituut (periodical), Prijsstatistiek. The Hague. 
24. Kontoret for Mejeristatistik (annual), Mejeristatistik, Aarhus. 
(Dairy-statistics) 
25. Hanau and Rustemeyers Der Produktivitätsbegriff. Agrarwirtschaft, 
January 1965» Hannover. 
252 
